Are college degrees earned abroad worth less in the American economy than degrees earned in the United States? Do the labor market penalties associated with holding a foreign degree vary as a function of the country or region in which it was earned? Do these processes differ for men and women? We use data on 18,365 college-educated immigrants from the National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG) to address these questions. Female immigrants with foreign degrees are less likely to be employed than immigrant women who earned their degrees in the US. When employed, both female and male immigrants with foreign degrees are less likely to work in a job related to their highest college degree.
Labor Market Penalties for Foreign Degrees Among College Educated Immigrants
In the United States, we often meet immigrants who work in jobs that do not seem to match their level of formal schooling. We are driven to the airport by the cab driver who earned his engineering degree in Pakistan. We get to know the Honduran custodial worker at the office, and find that she earned a bachelor's degree in accounting before moving to the United Sates. The Thai nanny that we meet in the park turns out to hold a degree in child psychology from her native country. Such anecdotes may be exceptional, or they may represent broader patterns. In contrast, in other parts of the economy-in Silicon Valley, for example-foreign-educated immigrant workers are holding jobs and earning incomes that seem more in line with their education and training.
Do immigrants experience poorer labor market outcomes when they hold degrees from their native countries? Do employers place less value on foreign degrees? These questions are related to concerns about the social and economic prospects of immigrants in American society. At the individual level, are some well-educated immigrants systematically disadvantaged with respect to their ability to capitalize on their skills and knowledge? At a broader level, does the U.S. economy fail to make use of all of the skills and talents of its workers?
In this article, we ask three empirical questions that speak to these issues. First, among immigrants, 1 are degrees earned abroad worth less in the American economy than degrees earned domestically? Here we compare the labor market outcomes of college-educated immigrants who earned their degrees abroad to the same outcomes among otherwise similar college-educated immigrants who earned their degrees in the United States. Second, among immigrants, does the relative worth of a foreign degree depend on the place where it was earned? Are degrees from universities in such disparate places as Mexico, Southeast Asia, or Africa all regarded equally relative to U.S degrees? Third, do answers to the first two questions differ for men and women? Given sharp gender differences in the 1 ! experience and context of immigration and in labor market opportunities, we wonder whether the relative value of foreign degrees for college-educated workers differs for men and women.
Theoretical Background
Why might an immigrant who earned a college degree abroad experience different labor market outcomes than an immigrant with an American degree? To think about this question, we find it useful to draw on human capital theory and credential theory to consider the processes through which educational attainment translates into labor market outcomes. As we discuss below, these two very different perspectives lead to similar empirical expectations.
Human capital theory (Becker, 1962 , Frazis, 2002 suggests that additional schooling is rewarded in the labor market because employers value the skills, training, and knowledge that come from additional education. In a competitive market, employers prefer to employ and must pay higher wages to employees who are more skilled; educational credentials are simply an indicator (however imperfect) of the skills that employees bring to the labor market.
From this perspective, the relative labor market values of U.S and foreign degrees are a function of employers' assessments of whether foreign educational institutions impart the same quantity and quality of skills and knowledge as American educational institutions. For example: American hospitals may believe, rightly or wrongly, that American nursing schools provide more and better training than nursing schools in other countries. As a result, we might expect two immigrants with nursing degreesone earned in the U.S., one earned abroad-to fare differently in the labor market, all else being equal.
Additionally, employers may assess the value of U.S. and foreign degrees on a continuum, such that the quantity and quality of skills and knowledge imparted by foreign educational institutions may vary from country to country. To continue with the same example: American hospitals may believe, again rightly or wrongly, that American nursing programs provide the world's best training, that Canadian nursing program are a close second, that Western European nursing programs are also good, and that nursing programs elsewhere in the world are much less effective. In this case, all else constant we would expect 2 ! American-educated immigrant nurses to fare best in the labor market, Canadian-educated immigrant nurses to fare somewhat worse, and so forth.
Some researchers have suggested that human capital may not transfer perfectly across countries (e.g. Akresh, 2007 , Friedberg, 2000 , Zheng and Xie, 2004 . From this perspective, skills acquired in college in one country may translate into greater productivity in the labor market in that country-but not in the labor market in other countries. For example, an accountant trained in a French university may acquire skills that facilitate greater productivity in the context of the French economy and in the bureaucratic environment of that country; those same skills may not be as useful in the American economy and bureaucratic environment. Again, however, the empirical expectation is the same:
American employers will prefer to hire and will more richly reward American college degrees.
Credential theory (Collins, 1971) , in contrast, suggests that additional schooling is rewarded in the labor market because employers use educational credentials as markers for workers' status cultures.
From this perspective, the skills and knowledge associated with additional schooling are much less relevant; most people become productive workers through experience and on the job training. What employers seek to maximize is the extent to which their employees respect particular value orientations and norms. Will potential new employees challenge status hierarchies? Will they threaten taken-forgranted assumptions about workplace rules and behavior? Will they come to work on time, work hard, and behave appropriately?
From this perspective, the relative labor market values of U.S and foreign degrees are a function of employers' assessments of what those degrees say about potential employees' status cultures.
Employers have a great deal of experience with U.S. educational institutions. They assume that someone who earned a bachelor's degree from a prestigious U.S. four-year college has a different set of background experiences and value orientations than a second person who earned a two-year degree from a community college or a third person who earned no degree at all. However, employers are much less familiar with foreign educational institutions. (Stewart and Dixon, 2010) . The result of such conscious or unconscious biases would be a hierarchy in which-all else being equal-U.S. degrees are worth the most, degrees from countries in which people are white and speak English are second most valuable, and degrees from countries in which people have darker skin and do not speak English are least valuable. Even comparing immigrants who were born in the same country and who are otherwise similarly qualified for a job, employers may do more to reward degrees earned in the U.S or in countries more similar to the U.S. in important respects.
Why might the relative labor market value of U.S. and foreign degrees differ for men and women? There are substantial literatures on the role of gender in stratifying labor market and occupational outcomes (Charles, et al., 2001 , Jasso and Webster, 1999 , Marini, 1989 , on the role of gender in shaping the nature and experience of immigration (Pedraza, 1991, Shauman and Noonan, 2007) ,
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! and on gender differences in rewards to labor market outcomes (England, 1982 , Loury, 1997 , Marini, 1989 , McCall, 2000 . From human capital, credential, or other theoretical perspectives, it is clear than gender can be an over-riding consideration in allocating rewards in the labor market. Employers make gendered assumptions about likely labor market productivity, about adherence to status cultures, and about the value of previous workplace experiences and accomplishments (Hull and Nelson, 2000, Marini, 1989) . All of these factors may lead to gender differences in the extent to which the U.S. labor market rewards domestic and foreign degrees. Gender may interact with other background experiences and attributes-in this case, we focus on country of education-to stratify labor market outcomes and to produce gender differences in the processes through which wages and other outcomes are allocated. Thus, the answers to our first two questions may thus vary as a function of gender.
Our objective is not to adjudicate between different theoretical perspectives on the processes linking educational credentials to labor market outcomes. Our research questions will not provide a critical test of any of these perspectives; as explained above, for example, human capital and credentialing theories imply similar empirical expectations. Nevertheless, those perspectives are quite useful as a motivating framework for our empirical analyses. We have a great deal of reason to expect that U.S.
degrees and foreign degrees will be rewarded differently in the labor market, even among workers who are otherwise equivalent. We also have good reason to suspect that the relative value of a foreign degree will vary as a function of the place from which it was earned. Finally, we have reason to anticipate that all of these processes operate differently for men and women.
Prior Empirical Evidence
On average, first-generation immigrants earn less than do native-born Americans; secondgeneration immigrants tend to out-earn their first-generation peers (Borjas, 2006, Portes and Rumbaut, 2006) . A sizable portion of this difference has been attributed to lower levels of educational attainment among many first-generation immigrants (Alba and Nee, 2003) . However, even among people with the same level of schooling, foreign-born people tend to earn less than do their native-born counterparts Akresh, 2007 , Borjas, 1995 , Bratsberg and Ragin, 2002 , Friedberg, 2000 , Schoeni, 1997 , Zheng and Xie, 2004 ). This disparity is most pronounced among less educated individuals and least pronounced among those with college degrees (Schoeni, 1997 , Schoeni, 1998 , Tienda, et al., 1984 In a second approach to understanding the relative labor market value of foreign degrees, researchers have examined wage returns to U.S. degrees as compared to degrees from broad geographic regions (e.g., Asia, Europe, or South America) (Friedberg, 2000 , Schoeni, 1997 , Schoeni, 1998 , Tong, 2010 , but for a rare exception see Waldinger and Gilbertson, 1994 (2002) and others refer to across-"country" variation in returns to foreign degrees, they really mean across-"region" variation; it may be that this approach misses important within-region variation. In our analyses, we explicitly test hypotheses about the appropriate level of geographic aggregation for the purposes of evaluating the relative value of foreign versus US postsecondary degrees for labor market outcomes.
The bulk of existing empirical evidence on the relative value of U.S. and foreign degrees focuses exclusively on men's wages (e.g. Bratsberg and Ragin, 2002 , Chiswick, 1982 , Friedberg, 2000 , Tienda, 1983 , Zheng and Xie, 2004 . Given differences in men's and women's labor market roles and locations, it is not obvious to us that the processes that lead employers to differentially value degrees according to the country in which they were awarded will be the same for men and women. Although some researchers have considered women's wages or gender differences in returns to schooling across immigrant country of origin groups (e.g., Schoeni, 1998, Waldinger and Gilbertson, 1994) , only more recently have researchers begun to model gender differences in wage premiums associated with earning U.S. as opposed to foreign degrees (Kaushal, 2011 , Tong, 2010 . Although they are instructive, these more recent efforts focus only on immigrants working, or educated, in science or engineering fields.
Furthermore, the literature's near-exclusive focus on wages means that it may be missing important inequalities in other labor market outcomes. Most scholars model wage differences, conditional on being employed. We suspect that the U.S. labor market may value immigrants' U.S. and foreign degrees differently in part through the selection of workers (1) into and out of the labor force altogether and (2) into and out of the industries or job sectors in which immigrants earned their degrees.
In our analyses we model these other labor market outcomes in addition to wages conditional on 7 ! employment. Our analyses of access to employment related to immigrants' field of degree speaks to the transferability of skills into the U.S. labor market.
Beyond these conceptual issues, all research on the relative value of foreign and U.S. degrees faces a common set of methodological challenges. Simply comparing the labor market outcomes of immigrants who obtained degrees in the U.S. to parallel outcomes among those who obtained their degrees abroad (perhaps after controlling for age, sex, and experience) makes three critical assumptions, none of which is obviously warranted. First, such a naïve comparison assumes that a more or less random subset of immigrants obtains their degrees in the United States. However, individuals who come to the United States as youth or adolescents (the "1.5 generation") may be systematically different from individuals who immigrate as adults (Borjas, 1993, Portes and Rumbaut, 2006) . Any apparent labor market disparities between those with U.S. and foreign degrees may simply reflect these pre-existing differences (and not the effects of having a foreign degree, per se). In our analyses, we control for parental education-a proxy for family socioeconomic origins-in an effort to deal with this issue.
Second, naïve wage models of this sort would assume that the decision to enter the U.S. labor market (and thus to be able to report wages) is orthogonal to whether degrees are earned in the U.S. or abroad. In a sense, this is a missing data problem: Having a foreign degree may affect the odds that a person holds a job, and that wages are observed at all, regardless of any effect on actual earnings. Given high levels of labor force participation among immigrant men (Mosisa, 2002) , this is especially problematic for women (Read and Cohen, 2007) . By simply comparing the wages of foreign-educated women to those of U.S.-educated women, we risk comparing a selective subset of one group to a less selective subset of the other. Existing research on the relative value of U.S. and foreign degrees has generally paid inadequate attention to these potentially important methodological considerations. In our analyses, we explicitly model labor force participation as a function of whether degrees were earned in the United States, and account for this selection process in our wage models.
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! Third, naïve wage models that simply compare the earnings of foreign-and U.S.-educated immigrants may be biased by factors that influence whether immigrants decide to remain in the U.S. labor market (instead of returning to their country of birth). If immigrants who earn their highest degrees in the United States were more or less likely than immigrants who earned their highest degree abroad to remain in the United States, then the naïve wage model would be biased. In our analyses, we adjust for factors that may (1) affect whether college-educated immigrants remain in the U.S. and (2) differ systematically for U.S.-and foreign-educated immigrants. These include citizenship status, visa type, marital status and number of children, years since immigration, and type and area of degree.
In the end, we have some empirical evidence to suggest that (1) U.S. degrees and foreign degrees are not always worth the same in the U.S. labor market and (2) the penalty associated with holding a foreign degree depends on the place in which it was earned. Our analyses will focus more sharply on variation in labor market returns to foreign degrees earned across a spectrum of countries and by both men and women; we will move this area of research forward by including adjustments for the various forms of selectivity described above.
RESEARCH DESIGN
To address these research questions we follow a two-stage modeling strategy using data on 18,361 immigrants who were interviewed as part of the 2003 National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG); as described below, the NSCG is a longitudinal survey of 100,402 American college graduates, about 20,000 of whom were born abroad. In the first stage, we model selection into paid employment following procedures developed by Heckman and others (Heckman, 1976 , Heckman, 1979 , Winship and Mare, 1992 . In the second stage, we model (1) wages and (2) how closely immigrants' jobs are related to their degree fields, both conditional on selection into paid employment. Our models include controls for family socioeconomic background, human capital, years since entry into the U.S., visa type, and other 9 ! attributes of immigrants. Although such a covariate adjustment approach is not perfect, our models allow us to compare labor market outcomes among immigrants with roughly equal propensities (1) to migrate to the U.S.; (2) to remain in the U.S.; and (3) to hold paid jobs.
We estimate separate models for women and men in order to understand gender differences in the labor market returns to U.S and foreign degrees. As reviewed above, prior research focuses almost exclusively on men. Our models of selection into employment, which are estimated separately for men and women, are design to account for important differences in women and men's likelihood of being employed. Furthermore, estimating separate models for men and women allows us to speak directly to prior research which focused mainly on men. institutionalized individuals who indicated that they had earned a college degree 3 were selected through a stratified random sampling procedure (where strata were defined by race/ethnicity, sex, age, immigration and citizenship status, degree type, and occupation sector). Individuals were interviewed by mail, with non-respondents subsequently contacted in person or by phone. Of the 170,797 individuals selected to participate, 6,781 were determined to be ineligible and 100,402 (or 62%) completed interviews. While respondents ultimately tended to be older, white and immigrants, the NSCG provides sampling weights to account for potential non-response biases.
For reasons described above, we initially limited our analysis sample to individuals born abroad (n=20,229). 4 We subsequently excluded 1,626 individuals who were attending school full time or who had ever retired as of 2003, and who thus may have reported wages that do not reflect their total potential earnings. We also exclude a small number of individuals (n=38) Although the NSCG is not perfect for our purposes-for example, it does not contain information about English language skills-it has a number of strengths that make it the best choice for addressing our research questions. Data from the U.S. Census or the Current Population Surveys do not include information about the country in which college graduates earned their degrees. The New Immigrant
Survey is considerably smaller and includes only permanent U.S. residents (green card holders), and excludes highly skilled immigrants who are in the U.S. on an array of work visas (e.g. TN and H1B visas) . The NSCG provides a large, representative sample of college-educated immigrants, and includes detailed information about country of education, country of origin, labor force participation, wages, and other variables necessary for our analysis. Table 1 describes our dependent and key independent variables, separately by sex. The table is organized to describe the samples included in models used to account for selection into paid employment (the leftmost columns for men and women) and to describe the samples included in models predicting wages and how closely immigrants' jobs are related to their degrees (the rightmost two columns); the latter samples exclude individuals who were not working at the time of the NSCG. The table further distinguishes wage earners who obtained their degrees in the U.S. (middle column) from those who earned their degrees abroad (right column).
MEASURES
Labor force status-the dependent variable in models used to compute selection corrections for subsequent models, but interesting in its own right-expresses whether a respondent worked for pay at the time of their NSCG survey. Non-employed immigrants may be out of the labor force voluntarily (e.g., to take care of family members) or may be in the labor force but involuntarily out of work. Table 1 indicates that 79% of women and 93% of men were currently employed. The dependent variable in our wage equations is the log of the hourly wage rate, which is calculated by taking the natural log of 11 ! immigrants' annual earnings (plus 1 dollar) after dividing that amount by the total number of hours that they worked. Our final dependent variable is based on an NSCG survey item that expresses whether employed respondents report that their job is not related to the field in which they earned their most recent degree. About 80% of employed men and women work in the industries or areas in which they earned their degrees. Of course, the latter two dependent variables are defined only for people who were employed at the time of the NSCG survey.
Our key independent variable describes the place where immigrants earned their most recent post-secondary degree 6 . The NSCG obtained information about the specific country of education for all respondents. It is a virtue of the data that we have this fine-grained level of detail (as opposed to only knowing the major geographic region in which immigrants earned their degrees). This high level of detail allows us to develop and compare multiple measures of "place where immigrants earned their highest degree;" these are described below. For descriptive purposes, in Table 1 we describe a dichotomous variable indicating whether immigrants earned their college degree in the U.S. or abroad. Approximately 55% of the men and women in the sample received their most recent postsecondary degree in the United
States. Of the immigrants educated abroad, fully half were educated in eight countries: Canada, China, Germany, India, Korea, Mexico, the Philippines, and Taiwan. 
MODELS OF SELECTION INTO PAID EMPLOYMENT
We begin our analyses by estimating models that predict paid employment. These results are interesting in their own right, but we also use the results of these models to control for selection into employment in subsequent analyses. Table 3 presents the results of probit models predicting male and female immigrants' employment statuses as average marginal effects.
In order to identify the models properly, we have carefully chosen models which reflect the prior research on selection into work (e.g. Rosenfeld, 1996) . Scholars critiquing Heckman Selection models have warned that properly identifying the models is crucial for the accuracy of the estimates, and that it is necessary to consider potential issues of co-linearity. (Puhani, 2000 , Stolzenberg and Relles, 1997 , Winship and Mare, 1992 In order to best prevent this co-linearity, our employment selection equation includes explanatory variables that are not included in the subsequent wage and relationship of degree to work equations; likewise, the latter equations must include covariates not included in the selection equations. We therefore model employment status as a function of spousal employment status (with "single" as the reference category); number of children living at home (with "no children" as the reference category); the type of visa which an immigrant held upon entering the United States 7
; whether immigrants earned their most recent post-secondary degrees abroad; age and age squared; geographic region of residence (with "Northeast" as the reference category); and educational attainment (with "bachelor's degree" as the reference group).
We use the results from the models described in Table 3 priori, which level of aggregation of countries yields model results that most closely fit our data, we have estimated all of our models 10 times, each time using different techniques for aggregating grouping the countries in which immigrants earned their highest degrees.
In Table 4 we present fit statistics for models that predict our two dependent variables as a function of the place in which immigrants earned their degrees, separately for women and men. The models differ with respect to whether we adjust for selection into employment, whether we adjust for background factors, and-most importantly-how we operationalize the indicator of where immigrants earned their highest degrees. Models A through C simply express whether immigrants earned their degrees in the US or elsewhere. Among them, Model C-which includes a correction or selection into employment and the full set of background covariates described in Which classification scheme maximizes our ability to predict these two labor force outcomes? Do broad regional classifications-which have been used in prior research (Bratsberg and Ragin, 2002 , Schoeni, 1997 , Schoeni, 1998 ) -miss important and consequential detail as compared to more detailed classifications? Do we even need these regional classifications, or do very general classifications-US vs non-US, for example-predict our outcomes just as effectively? The results in Table 4 suggest that measures with less geographic detail generally predict these outcomes most effectively. In some cases, we do best by classifying the country in which immigrants earned their degrees simply as the US, Canada, the UK, or elsewhere. In others, measures with eight regional categories perform best. What this suggests is that American employers do not make fine-grained distinctions. They may differentiate between US and foreign degrees, and they may differentiate between degrees earned in broad categories of countries, but they do not go further. 
MODELS PREDICTING WAGES
In Table 5 we report the results of three well-fitting models predicting log hourly wages; these are Models C, D, and L from Table 2 ). In these tables, we have not reported the full set of coefficients corresponding to the set of control variables; these can be found in the considerably expanded versions of these tables that appear in Appendix A. To ease interpretation, we have exponentiated the coefficients in these tables.
Model C in Table 5 includes only an indicator of whether or not individuals earned their highest degree in the United States. For both women and men, the exponentiated coefficients below 1.0 indicate lower wages for immigrant women and men who earned their degrees abroad as opposed to in the United
States. In a model including Inverse Mills Ratios to account for selection into the labor market-and net of the family, human capital, demographic, and parental education variables shown in Table 2 -women with foreign degrees earn wages which are about 17% less than women with U.S. degrees. Men with foreign degrees have wages about 11% less than otherwise similar men with U.S. degrees. In response to our first research question, it seems that immigrants with degrees earned abroad earn lower wages than do immigrants with American degrees.
Our second research question concerns variation across foreign-educated immigrant groups with respect to the relative value of their degrees. With respect to our wage estimates, and for both women and men, Table 4 suggests that the best fitting model is Model D in which we disaggregate foreign-educated immigrants into seven groups (listed under Model D in Table 5 ). However, Model L-which simply disaggregates foreign-educated immigrants into those who earned their highest degrees in Canada, the UK or Ireland, or the rest of the world-also fits well. Consequently, fields (e.g., engineering, medicine) and/or are more likely to be concentrated in more lucrative segments of the U.S. economy, then what we are calling "wage penalties" may really just be reflecting qualitative differences in immigrants' training and fields of employment. To explore these ideas, Model "D+" in Table 5 begins with Model D and adds measures of immigrants job and degree characteristics; these covariates are shown in Table 2 . Does the wage penalty associated with earning a degree abroad accrue because foreign-educated immigrants earn degrees in less lucrative fields or because they are concentrated in particular job sectors? In general, the coefficient estimates for Model D+ are quite similar to those in Model D. This suggests that the lower wages of immigrants educated outside of the US, Canada, or the UK are not due to these attributes of their degrees or of their jobs. 
MODELS PREDICTING THE RELATIONSHIP OF DEGREE FIELDS TO CURRENT JOBS
In Table 6 , we report regression coefficients from linear probability models 8 predicting whether employed immigrants say their current jobs are unrelated to their degree fields. Are foreign-educated immigrants less likely than US-born immigrants to be working in jobs that are related to the field in which they earned their highest degrees? As we did for wages, we report separate estimates for women and men and for models that operationalize the key independent variable-the place where immigrants earned their highest degrees-in three different ways (corresponding to Models C, D, and L in Table 4 ), All models include Inverse Mill Ratios to account for selection into employment, and all include the family, human capital, demographic, and parental education covariates described in Table 2 ; coefficients for the latter sets of covariates are not shown.
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! Model C for both women and men-which groups all foreign-educated immigrants into a single category-shows that US-educated immigrants are modestly less likely to be working in a job that is unrelated to their degree field. However, as shown by the results from Models D and L, and as was the case with wages, immigrants who earned their highest degrees in Canada or the UK (including Ireland)
were no more or less likely to work in jobs related to their degree fields. Immigrants who earned their highest degrees in South or Central America or the Caribbean appear to be especially likely to hold jobs that are unrelated to the field in which they earned their degrees.
Are these differences driven by some foreign-educated immigrants' tendency to earn degrees in less lucrative fields or to work in less lucrative industries? Model D+ in Table 6 includes controls for the attributes of immigrants' degrees and current jobs; the coefficients for these terms are not shown. In general, the patterns observed in Model D do not change after adding these covariates. 
DISCUSSION
Our research on the relative value of foreign college degrees is designed to speak to broader concerns about the social and economic prospects of immigrants in American society. At the individual level, are some well-educated immigrants systematically disadvantaged with respect to their ability to capitalize on their skills and knowledge? At a broader level, does the U.S. economy potentially fail to make use of all of the skills and talents of its (in this case, immigrant) workers?
To address these issues, we pose three empirical questions. First, are college degrees earned abroad worth less in the American economy than degrees earned in the United States? To answer this question we compare the labor market outcomes of college-educated immigrants who earned their degrees abroad to outcomes among otherwise similar immigrants who earned their college degrees in the United States. In most cases, foreign degrees are worth less than U.S. degrees.
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! Our preferred models indicate that, with a few exceptions, immigrants with foreign degrees are less likely to be working in fields related to their degrees as compared to their American-educated peers;
women with foreign degrees are less likely to be working at all. Among employed immigrants, the wage penalty associated with holding a foreign degree is about 17% for women and about 11% for men, although the precise amounts vary by region of education. Second, do the labor market penalties associated with holding a foreign degree depend on the specific country or region in which it was earned?
Are degrees from all over the world regarded equally relative to U.S degrees? For both women and men, our best-fitting models indicate that the penalty associated with holding a foreign degree varies as a function of the region in which those degrees were obtained. Variations in the labor market penalty exist by country of education but are minor compared to the regional differences in the labor market penalty for foreign educated immigrants. Foreign degrees are worth less to immigrants than U.S. degrees in the U.S.
labor market, except for degrees earned in Canada, the UK and Ireland. Women who earned degrees in these countries have similar earnings to their immigrant peers who are American educated; men who earn degrees in these countries earn more than their immigrant peers educated in the US. Men and women from Mexico, the Caribbean, Central and South America earn less and are less likely to be doing work related than otherwise similar immigrants who were educated in the United States. After controlling for job and degree characteristics, Asian educated men tend to do slightly better than American educated immigrants Except for immigrant men educated in Canada, the UK or Ireland, we find that men and women educated abroad are disadvantaged in the U.S labor market.. The primary difference in the labor market penalties to holding a foreign degree are regional. Our findings suggest that the previously documented within region variation in the labor market penalty for holding a foreign degree (Aguilera and Massey, 2003 , Tienda, 1983 , Zheng and Xie, 2004 , is secondary to the penalty regional pr Third, do answers to the first two questions differ for men and women? Given the gendered context of immigration and labor market opportunities and constraints, do our answers to the first two questions vary by gender? The labor market disadvantage associated with foreign college degrees differs
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! for men and women. Controlling for human capital, parent education, and job and degree characteristics, female immigrants educated abroad experience a significant earnings penalty compared to female immigrants educated in the U.S., although the extent of the penalty varies by region of education. For male immigrants, once we control for the same factors, we find that a degree penalty exists, but not to the same extent, and that some groups of immigrants are advantaged by their foreign degree status.
As we would expect from prior research on gendered labor market experiences, selection into work varies for men and women. Even in our highly educated sample, the number of children in the home and marital status still negatively predict employment for women, and positively predict employment for men. Thus controlling separately for men and women's selection into the labor market, we find that the magnitudes of labor market disadvantage are subtly different. For example, the wage models explain more of the variation in earnings for men than women (based on R-squared values) where the opposite is true for the relationship of degree to work. Also, Indian women experience significantly higher rates of job degree mismatch than Indian men. These examples highlight the importance of modeling men and women's labor market outcomes separately.
Our research is limited in a number of respects. First, the NSCG data include no measures of respondents' English language skills or fluency. If immigrants with foreign degrees have weaker English language skills as compared to immigrants with U.S. degrees, then our failure to adjust for this covariate may bias our results in favor of finding a foreign degree penalty. However, the fact that we have adjusted for both years in the U.S. and years since degree would seem to partially equate foreign-and U.S.-educated immigrants with respect to their opportunities to have acquired English language skills. Second, despite the fact that we improve on prior research by 1) including immigrants from all over the world and 2) considering country of education in many cases, sample size restrictions required us to aggregate immigrants into regions of education in many other cases so our country of education measures only capture the largest sending countries. Third, the measure we used to account for selection into immigration-parents' educational attainment-is not ideal. Although we improve on prior work by 20 ! addressing this form of selectivity, we recognize that future work would benefit from more rigorous controls for selection into immigration.
As described above, a variety of theoretical perspectives all would lead us to anticipate that foreign degrees should be worth less than U.S. degrees in the U.S. labor market. However, human capital and credentialing theories may differ with respect to the mechanisms that lead to lower wage returns to foreign degrees. From the perspective of human capital theory, employers may be acting rationally by preferring U.S. degree holders; they may have learned over time that foreign post-secondary institutions impart fewer skills and/or less knowledge to degree holders. From the perspective of credentialing theory, employers may be acting irrationally by devaluing what are essentially comparable degrees. Our analyses say nothing about which of these two hypothesized mechanisms gives rise to lower labor market returns to foreign degrees.
The increasing variance in the earnings of college graduates has occurred concurrently with the expansion of college education, such that characteristics of post-secondary institutions contribute to the differences in earnings, referred to as horizontal stratification (Gerber and Cheung, 2008) . That is, the labor market rewards college degrees differently based on the region where the degree was earned. Our findings indicate that this stratification may extend beyond domestic degrees to international degrees, where degrees from countries like Canada, the U.K., or Ireland may provide better access to work related to an immigrant's college degree or better earnings. Future research should consider horizontal stratification among college educated immigrants as a reason for differential labor market outcomes.
Prior research shows that wage differences between immigrant and native-born workers are smallest among those with college degrees (Schoeni 1997; Schoeni 1998; Bratsberg and Ragin 2002) .
Nonetheless, our research indicates that one source of less favorable labor force outcomes among collegeeducated immigrants is their tendency to hold degrees earned outside of the United States. This may indicate that the U.S. economy is not taking full advantage of the skills and knowledge of the immigrant population or it may indicate that foreign post-secondary institutions impart fewer useful (in the U.S.
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! economy, at least) skills than their American counterparts. Future research into the mechanisms giving rise to the foreign degree penalty would presumably require information about employers' decisionmaking as well as the actual quality of post-secondary schooling in various countries. We hope that future research will continue to explore the possibility that the actual and perceived values of foreign degrees may vary as a function of where they were earned; we also expect that future research will continue to study the experiences of both female and male immigrants.
1 We compare the labor market outcomes of immigrants who obtained their college degrees in the U.S. to those who obtained their college degrees abroad. This narrow focus on immigrants who have earned college degrees is useful for isolating the relative value of U.S. and foreign post-secondary degrees among a group of people who are equivalent with respect to immigration status and educational attainment. Including native-born individuals in our analysis would unnecessarily complicate the them, since almost no native-born Americans earn their degrees abroad.
We would also risk conflating "country of degree" effects with "native-born versus foreign-born" effects.
2 Of course, these two theories differ with respect to the hypothesized mechanisms that lead to poorer labor market returns to foreign degrees. From the perspective of human capital theory, employers may be acting rationally by paying foreign degree holder less; they may have learned over time that foreign post-secondary institutions impart fewer skills and/or less knowledge to degree holders. From the perspective of credentialing theory, they may be acting irrationally by devaluing what are essentially comparable degrees. We focus here on documenting the labor market penalties associated with holding foreign degrees; we leave it to others to model the underlying mechanisms.
3 In our analyses, we exclude individuals interviewed as part of the 2003 NSCG who were originally sampled as part of the 1990 U.S. Census and who were then followed longitudinally thereafter. 4 Individuals born abroad to an American parent are also excluded from our sample. 5 The NSCG employed hot deck imputation methods to impute values for surveys items with particularly high rates of non-response (e.g., income items). 6 We have opted to use the country where an immigrant earned his or her most recent post-secondary degree to be consistent with analyses that indicate that additional human capital investment by immigrants after arriving in the United States may improve immigrants' earnings (Akresh 2007). However, results from models using alternative operationalizations of this measure-including indicators of whether respondents earned any post-secondary degree abroad-are substantively very similar. These results appear in Appendix A3for the purposes of peer review.
7 Some visas (such as spousal or travel visas) restrict or prevent immigrants from working legally. 8 Initially, we implemented a Probit Selection Model (Heckprob in Stata), and found that we got similar results as with a probit model that included the inverse mills ratio from a separate selection equation. Since probit coefficients
are difficult to discuss, we estimated the average marginal effects (AME) for the model. Finally, we estimated a linear probability model (LPM) which we then compared with the AME estimates. We have chosen to use the LPM for the second stage because the regression coefficients from the LPM are similar to the AME from the Heckman Probit. The probit and AME estimates are included in Tables A4 and A5 for the purposes of peer review. 
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